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- ) \
) B

In 1963, NCTE published Research in Written Composition. a monograph pre~ -
pared by a special committee of NCTE and written by this committee s directors.
Richard Braddock, Richard Lloyd-Jones, and Lowell Schoer.* This ménograph was-

the first of a number of comprehensive research summaries published: throughout

the sixties and seventies (Meckel 1963; Braddock,'1969, Sherwin, 1969; Blount,

. 1973; -and Lundsteen, 1976), and stands as an important document for composition

teachers, for directors of composition programs, and for{researchers in. composi=

) tion. It is important because it was the first major summary of research to

appeaf ‘in- over thirty years " (Lyman, 1929). Also, it. provided for the research
novice a useful, though brief examination of the basic tools necessary for a-

“eritical scrutiny of research studies. Third it heightened the professional
and pedagogical awareness of composition teachers by. demonstrating that research

in composition exists, by discussing elements of design and measurement in lay-
man‘s terms, and by providing Information -on'.composition research that could

be implemented in the design of writing programs; Finally, it presented twenty~

four recommendaticne for needed res earch in composition, many -of which ‘have been
investigated in recent years. In addltion,ethe Braddock Report has become a
document highly regarded by subsequent research specialists. Nathan S, Blount
(19?3). for example. calls the  Report an “indispensable source of information"-
(p. 1084), and “a classic monograph" {p, 1088). \ :
.The Braddock-Report is indispensable not only for the information At pre-
sented on existing research and- research methodplogy, but also for thé. informa-

tion it called for in the cwenty-four .recommendations for needed research, ?hese"U

recommendatlons. which appeared in the form of questions, were as follows:

¥~

* Hereafter referred to aa_the Braddock Report.
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\ ‘ _ 13 What-Kinds of situatidns and assignments at various levels
~ . 7 . of schooling stimulate a desire to write well?
. l >s - What do different kinds of students prefer to wrife about
whén relieved of the expectations and requirements of
teachers and others? -

3. What are the sources of fear and resentment of writing?

4,. How do the kinds of writing which adults compose vary with
- their occupations and other factors?

" 5. What is the effeét.oﬁtwri;fhg of hé@lhg"the student compose

2

his paper: for different kinds of readers?

o

‘6. At which levelg of mgtgratioﬁ'does iﬁ;ééem appropriate to

3 . - introduce the various modes of discourse--narration, poetry,
’ : ~ drama, exposition, argument, and criticism? - A
T - T 'yﬁg;'is the relaﬁiGé effectiveness of writing shorter and longer
R .papers. at various levels of maturity and proficiency?

8. At which lévels of ﬁgtqrationAdpes,lﬁwseem<aﬁpfpptiate to
introduce the various rhetorical elements of writing? oo

c 9. What are the effects of variods kinds and amounts of reading -
- L ' on the quality and kinds of writing a person does? ]
- : 10. What are th; direct and;indirect'qﬁwectsrdf particular sensor »-

experi ences a@d guided observation upon writing?

s .. “teu . \ -
L 11.. At what stages of maturity -do students- spont aneously seek
Bt ’ specific help in improving particular aspects of writing,
' such as specificity of details, transjtions, parallel struce
“ture, and metaphor? . : .

SR s A2 #t-ﬁ&fch»tévels of maturation cdn particular aspects of writing*
) . most efficiently be learned? ~ - . ’ .

D ’ T 13, Does'Ehe:bral»reading of rough—drafts'heIpAché elementary

’ school:ch[lq strengthen ''sentence sense'"? How does it? -

. . . . hd - - - - . L ) .
® 14, -What techniques-of composition most effectively help build
self-discipline and pride in clarity, 6rLgina11ty,—and*good-ﬁprm?
15. Wh;t'prpcedures~of teachihg;ana learming composition g}e most
..effective for pupils of low socioeconomic patterns?
';" .‘ < 163 Qha; procedures of teaching and leéfﬁ;qg~composition are most
: : effective for pupils learning to write English as .a second
language? BRI '

A\

tooT. Can study of the newer types of linguistics help writers?

18, Can formal study of rhetorical theory or of logic help writers?

- - @
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" 19,- How is writing affected by extensive study and imitation or
.- parody of - models?

o . 20. Yhat forms of discourse have the. greatest effect -on other types
_ - of writing? For -exarole, does writing poetry help a writer of
o reports? - Sy

~

]

‘}‘21. Nhat is-involved tn‘the ‘act of writing?

Cyt

»22.\'How doés 8- person go about starting a paper? . What questions
must he answer for himself? _
. o - .,
‘ " - 23, How does a writer generate sentences?

&24, of what does skill in writing really consist?
: A .
These questions address specific\and crucial areas- in which research could.

provide essential insights into the nature of the writing process, the natiure

facilitate or retard the learning process. But, as the authors of -the Braddock
Report noted in 1963, these questions Ywhich seem fundamental in the tea"hing
and- .Iearning of written composition apparen- tly have gone almost untouched by

IS

careful research" (p. 52). 1In this essay, therefore, T will examine the reséarch
which has been done since the Braddock Report in thege twenty-four .areas’;; research
‘which may ‘or may not be in direct response to these- questions. but -which- nonethe-
'less provides information relating ‘to these crucial areas, In ‘this- regard, I
will examine both published and unpublished research xeports. While the pub-
jiished reports have proven their -signi ficance by professional recognition, the .
unpublished reports also present significant implications for the teaching and °

7"?, learning of compositioh. In, addition, I will make further recommendations for
' * more. research which is needed in the. field.
" T should state three matters relating to the preparation of my overviéw,
First some of the questions posed in the Braddock Report deal with psychological
- ('*-matters -which -are very: difficult for :researchers to gauge.. Question Fourteen,
ifor example-="What techniques of composition most effectively help build self-
discipline and pride in clarity, originality, and,good=forml"--asks—the ree
‘searcher to‘establish a relationship between. technique and two- psychological
consttuctsoéself}diseipline and pride.' Whtie many research studies do investi-

e
-

pate the ‘relationships between techniques -and improvement in such writing skills'
vas clarity, originality, and form, few investigate what fmpact, i f any, a teche~
nique has on mental faculties (or, for that matter, what impact mental faculties
have on -a technique) T will report on both types of studies-~those which ree
_late 'only to skills or achievement, and those which relate ‘to ‘mentalfaculties

-y
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(such ‘as attitudes toward writing). -The former studies base their conclusiéns -
on measures- of achievement, which limits them to data derived strictly fromf 1
demonstrable behavior., Still, they do suggest relationships between tecliniques \
and achievement which may generate further research into the psychological l
effects -of these techniques, _ \
& A related matter: pertainsg to the overlap of some questions. Question Twenty-
One, for example~~"what is involved in the act of writing?M--is closely related
to question Twenty-Two--"How does a person go about starting a paper? What ques~ : R
tions must iie .answer for himself? In such instances, I will group overlapping :
questions together and repont on research most closely related to both. ;
"The third matter -concerns the selective nature of this overview. It is
selective in two senses First I have not included ‘some studies simply because
they do’ not relate to any of the questions posed in the Braddock Report. Thus, I \
have .not reported such studies as that by McElwee (197&) ‘who examined the effects. i

of systematic instruction in proofreading on the spelling accuracy of fourth and J§ S
V) :
h

i, } sixth ‘graders, Another example of a study which is interesting in itself but is

- . not related to the Braddock Report's questions is the one by Norwood (1974), who
conducted an experiment in teaching methodology ‘to determine achievement as relateh,r

f to ethnic oriein., In this overview, then, I have reported only on those studies }

' which relate closely to the questions posed in the Braddock ‘Report., Research i

; dealing with such matters as snellinp, ethnic oripin vocabulary, teacher prepara= .
3 L
tion, and the Tike have not been included. . : 5>£:
N

This overview is selective in a second -sense., While I have investigated
both ‘published and unpublished research studies, I have eliminated some studies
" because of major flaws in design or procedure. Such as the case with one study
which investigated whether students enrélled in a freshman composition course
' using an experimental method improved thelr writing after fifteen weeks of treate
ment., The data on the postteqts indicated that there was improvement. {n writing
ability, ‘but since no control group was used, the researcher could not be sure
if the improvement was a result of the experimental treatment or not. In another
study, experimental and control groups were pre and. posttested to determine the . \1
effects of teacher-corrected versus peer-correcéted writing, But on the writing
samples used as the posttest, rater reliability was so low that the writing same"
ples had to be dimcarded. Scores on the objective posttest were not statistically
) .signi ficant, so the investigator "concluded® thatrthere is no significant differe ) {
"ence between the two methods of correcting student writing, Studies such .as these
‘are relatively insignificant or so egregiously,flawed that they are hardly worth g
reporting., - Co ‘

o
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. ' In reporting on better designed and more significant studies, I will consider

“ecan easlly ohtnin them either as published documents, oi through University Micro-

films, or ERIC Document Reproduction Service. N T e
="
) _ LT
-~ -~ - -OVERVIEW OF - T, 'What kinds “of situations and assignments at various
RESEARCH levels of schooling stimulate a desire to write well? -

3 -14, What techniques of composition most eff ectively help
build self-discipline and pride in clarity, originality,
and good form? | [

a . i
' These twovquestions deal with attitudes toward—writing and also with’achieveci
_ment, Because. there is little distinction between "kinds of situations and
7" assignments" and "techniques of composition" and because a "desire to write well" . .
necessarily involves "pride in clarity, originality, and good form," I will con-
- sider these questions together. o .

Hall, Moretz, and Storm (1976) studied home environments of children who .
'were—earlv writers in school in an attempt to identify what builds positive
attitudes’toward .writing, R‘om”information collected through interviews with
parents, the researchers found that most parents of early writers were college
graduates who served as models for the children because: ‘they wrote in the home -

themselves° writing materials were easily accessible to the -children, as were

-

;«* . .- books; magazines, and"newsoapers*“and‘parents“ﬁften engaged in reading and often i!
: read to their children. The researchers identified three patterns in this early
interest in writings " 1) desire to communicate to others through letters; ?2)
introduction to the names of letters and often direct instruction in writing;
and 3) help given at the children's requests. . . .
- } Many studies have been—done on the effect of teacher criticism of student
writing. -In an overview of this research, Groff (1975) .concluded that, contrary
to popular belief, either positive or negative criticism of children's writing
gets the same results, .That is, the 3ualitz of children 8 writing is not affected
hy either positive or negative criticism,. However, the effect of such eriticigan
) onxattitudeé-toward writing i's another matter. .Gee (1970), for example, worked.
with 139 eleventh grade Students in an investigation of the effects of written
comment on expository composition. Students were assigned to three treatment
groups: one group received positive comments, one group received negative come
'ments, and one group received no comments at all, All of the studentS'wrote
four compositions. Before each writing, the previous composition was returned,
with appropriate comments, or no.comments. Measurement comparisons between the

. = ’ 7 °
AY . N

both procedures and results, Readers who wish to look further into thesé studies ‘ m*i
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first and fourth compositions were.based on the number of T-units and on quality
as determined by a ‘rating scale. While Gee found no significant di fferences in
the quality of student writing, he did find that comments of praise were more .
“efffeétive than meégativé comments or no comments at all in promoting positive 2

attitudes toward writing,
" Stevens (1973), working with ninety-one low-performing urban male -high.

school students for ten weeks, investigated what effect positive or negative

_ evaluation has on the quality of writing and on the students' attitudes toward

composition. Positive" arid negative evaluation groups were §et up and students
wrote five compositionstduring the study. Stevens found no difference in the
quality of the compositions due to the effect of positive or neoative evaluation,
but he did find that positive evaluation creates positive attitudes while negae-
tive‘evaluation‘creates negative attitudes. .

Other studies dealt with related kinds of feedback.- Stiff (1967) investigated
the effect of three correction methods on the writing of seventy-seven college
freshman students. The three methods were: 1) -marginal -comments only; 2) tere
minal comments onlys and 3) combined marginal and terminal comments. The results
indicated improvement in all of the -students' writing: there was‘no significent
di fference deriving ‘from the method of correction, Stiff pointed out ‘that this
result would seem to indicate that the‘completely'corrected-paper and the amount ~

- of ‘time invested in.it may be no more productive than other procedures of cor=

e
_ rection which are le?s time consuming. However, Stiff also found that theistu- e

dents in the combined‘marginal/terminal correction group were more pleased with
that method than the students‘in the other groups. The autho¥ thus sungested
that, in the long run, this third method may have .a positive effect on student
morale and perhaps on performance. Co. : .
Sweet (1966) examinied other forms of teacher feedback in his. six-weew study
involving 225 ninth graders. The three methods-he employed weres l).ng—comment)
only a numerical score and letter grade; 2) free comment (whatever comment: the
teacher felt like making); and 3) specified comment (stock responses designated

~ in advance for ‘each letter grade, such as A = "Excellentl Keep it ‘up," or Cw

"Perhaps try to do better"). The three feedback’ methods were applied to stus-
dents' objective tests, rather than to attual writing samples which .are usually
used in experiments of this sort. But since Sweet's. concern was with.measuring
the effects of feedback on performance generally, his results are nonetheless.
,suggestive and applicable to actual writing., Students in all three groups
demonstrated little short-term effects on test performance due to treatment. - ..

' However, students in the free comment group did show a significant effect on

i
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scholastic performance over a longer period,of time. In—addition,?only the
students in the free comment group showed a positive change in attitude toward
English. The rcseArcher called for replication of his study, but for a longer
time interval to test the long-term effects of 'feedback on attitudes.

Farmer (1976F‘compared ‘twg methods of composition evalustion: 1) a method
of correcting a stuaent's theme in writing and returning 1f to him‘in class; and
2) an ora1, individualized method where the instructor explained to the student
the problems and weaknesses and helped the student in improving his weaknesses.
Sixty freshman composition students were divided into two experimental and two

ﬁcontrol groups foroone -semester., Both_groups followed the same class procedure,
except for the evaluation methods. Writing was evaluated for content, organiza-
tion, mechanics, and overall on a1l -~ 5 scale. Resplts favored the individualized-
apprgz&h in the areas of organization, mechanics, and overall; for content, re=

su1ts favored the individualized approach, though ot at a level of statistical
‘ ionificance. Wagner's study (1975) investigated the impact of letter- -grading
on student qttitudes toward composition iri freshman English. One group of 2
students received letter grades on twelve - compositions written during: the course
while the. other group received none. .Both groups received positive comnent -on
. allipapers. The students were measured for attitude changes and for writing
‘"performance. Results showed that the presence or absence of letter grades, in
the ‘presence of positive comments, does not siynlficantly affect change in
attitude or writing performance. Wagner pointed out, however, that letter grading
directs teacher remarks to the negative aspects of student work which thus in-
terferes withﬂnoqitive commentary. -
Two reseurchers comparingsdifferent approaches to compos;*ion included in
their data information on attitudes toward writing.( Adams (1971) compared the
. R effectiveness of two methods used in an elective pre-college course. Method A
; was a highly structured aporoach which used profeSsional essays as models, limited
topics for writing, prescribed forms of discourse and length, mechanical and
structural -errors marked by a grader, brief comments directed at errors on themes,
‘and. required revisions.‘ Method B was described as f1exib1e°’ models derived
from’ students' writings; no restrictions on topics, form, or length; smallegroup °
; work where ‘students- read one another's writing before turning in revisions for
the teacher to. read; themes evaluated by responding to studen*s thoughts and
- ideas while mechanical and structural errors went unmarked; and long and.-affirmas
- tive comments on papers. The results derived from the STEP (Sequential Test of
— gducational Progress) test of writing skills, as well as from evaluation of

writing samples‘showed that .no significant'differences in writing skills existed,

o N
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between’students from either group. There were significant differencesw however,

in attitudes toward the‘mcthodsf both tcachers and students in method B weré.
more enthusiastic. toward the end of ‘the’ semester. This study represents two

o~

. ' extremes in methodologies* and though many uncontrolled variables in each method = - !
weaken the design the attitudinal results do suggest that certain elements ip e f
method .3 may increase motivation in students at ‘this’ level, : -

In another experiment, Wahlberg (1970) explored a-method of structuring the *
freshman composition classroom to affect student attitude ‘and improve the learning“
climate.. The control group followed a teacher-centered lecture format‘ the experi- |
mental group followed a peer- interactionfformat with a college counselor inter-‘ !

i vening to show students _ways to help one. another, While the results:show mixed.

e
~

improvement for‘both groups, the students in the intervention group felt-that e
more learning took place and that the instructor "cared" for them, ‘Similarly,

‘o Salvner (1977) developed a rationale for collaborative learning An. composition‘
-and described a study done with.ninth ‘and tenth graders for six weeks. While R
there was no" significant di fference in overall'quality in the writing of students-# S
who experienced the collaborative writing unit, the. researcher found that atti- k

tudes toward writing improved, and that students spent more time in’ prewritinO— -

R

and“writing as a resurt of their experiences in collaborative learning.Q -
l - A number of methodological experiments in grewriting techniques have been‘

done.g While I intend to report the bulk of these experiments under Question
Efghteen (below), one study must be reported here because along with testing the
effectiveness of prewriting techniques, it also gathered data on- attitudes.l
L Rohman: and Wlecke (1964) worked with students in a collegé=level sophomore ex~
- A'pOsitory writing course for one scmester. The procedure folldéwed. in-the experi-
.Y .mental group was a six-weekgunit with the focus on concept formation’in the . .
prewriting process (stress on the need for experience and thought before the i
actual writinp) The control group followed a traditional basic composition
kformat° formal study of grammar, logic, and, rhetoric; analysis of model essays}
and weekly essays with revision. | Post-treatnient themes were'rated significantly

higher in favor of thé experimental group. Equally important, however, was the

idata gathered on attitudes, Where the control group by the end of the course
Saw- writing as an extrinsic problem (concern with mechanics, spelling, rules
of good writing behavior), the experimental group saw writing as an intriasic
~ problem (concern with-the value of jdeas, thinking, and conceptualization),

The -authors concluded that as a result of their experiences in this course, the
experimental students saw writing as a more worthwhile, more desirable activity.




Other comparative methodological studies/were concerned less with -attitudes
and more with achievement, Troyka (1973Q%investignted ‘the effect of simulations -
- . gaming (role-playing) on the expository prose competence of community tollege -
remedial composition students, The researcher set up an experimental group -
which was given simulation-based ‘writing experiences focusing on basic rhetorical .“i

skills (development by facts, by reason, by incidents, and by comparison/coxtrast).
The control group was given similar assignments -but did not experiénce simulation- |
gaming. The experimental group achieved significantly higher scores than the i
control group on two measures of{yriting ability-tthe STEP section on English . '
Expression, and a rating scale used to evaluate the themes,  Troyka. concluded o

" that the experimental treatment not only improved .expository writing competence
but also~ proved to be an effective motivational strategy. N T .

Some studies _compared writing labs /workshops with more traditional. aporoaches.

Haas, Childers, Babbit, and Dylla (1972) used 142 freshman composition students
for one semester to investigate the’ effectiveness of an experimentgl workshop
method which made use of intensive ineclass guidance of daily writing assigne
ments, peer-group problem solving of writino tasks, and condensed descriptions
of rhetorical techniques, The control aroup--followed a format based on lect
on rhetorical strategies and discussions of readings from an anthology. In [
their results, the researchers found that'thevexperimental workshop groups- showed . s
superior'ach?evement over the controksgroups on writing samples rated for rhetorie«* l

. al ‘technique, structure, mechanics, and content..

) "In a similar experiment, Sutton and Arnold (1974) worked with 244 freshmen

- who scored on the lowest decile on the English Scale of the ACT. The purpose of

‘" we - this study was to compare the long-term effects’of a writing lab with those of

a regular remedial English course upon the achievement and the attrition rate

of the students. Studenés in the writing" lab experienced much intensive tutor- ¢

ing while those in the regular course followed a lecture-discussion format., Both

groups used pro rammed texts in spelling, diction, and writing., The researchers

found that the writing lab students fared better in'their other courses and that

the- individualized instruction of the writing lab methodology had a-significant

‘effect on the future writing ‘grades of these students. Two other experiments
with. writing labs arrived at less’ significant results, Turner (1970) worked

- with three sections of junior college English—to determine whether or not the
substitution of a writing lab for a regular class would improve student writing. .
Two' control yrouﬁ? and one experimental’ group were set up with evaluation ‘based <

. on judges! ranking of final compositions in the course. The results showed -

" P ) o .- T
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. that the experimental writing lab group performed slightly better but not at a
level of significance.“’Dow (1973) had similar reésults with anpther group of
college students. One hundred and forty-six:students were divided into experi-
mental and control groups.. The experimental groups were assigned to a writing
lab ‘which was characterized by an informal’ atmosphere. attractive environment

- non-compulsory assignments; non-mandatory attendance. ungraded writing. and ex-
tensive student-teacher conferences.~ The control groups foilowed a more struc-
tured procedure' a formal_ classroom setting. reading and writing assignments, .
graded writing, grammar study, research papers, and examinations. Evaluation of °

both groups consisted_of & writing,skills test. a test of exposition, and a writ- . .
ing sample evaluated by four raters using an evaluation sheet, Dow found that s

the students in both groups wrote equally as well
Closely related to experiments with writing labs are those which examine the

effects of.class size and/or individualized instruction. Smith (1974) worked with
" . high school juniors to investigate the ‘hypothesis that the teaching of writing can-

be improved through individualized and. small group: instruction, The researcher

used twelve classes, Six. were large-class control groups which received instruc-

tion directed to. each group as a whole, Among. the ‘other six classes were groups .

which also " received instruction directed to the entire group ‘but with ‘smaller

class size, and groups which received individualized instruction. Smith found {‘ )

that the students in smaller classes made greater gains in knowledge of writing
skills and in writing performance than thoSe in-the larger classes and- that stu~
dents of low and average achievement improved rore than did students of: high
achievement. She also found that students ip the individualized” instruction .
_groups made even greater improvement than those in small classes. An 1mportant
part of the Smith study was a check’ on tetention of skills six ‘weeks ‘after the'
experiment. post-experimental* testing showed no retention in knowledge of writing
skills or in writing performance for students in large classes. Students in
small classes showed retention in knowledge of writing 8kills but no retention .
in writing performance. Students in the individualized instruction groups shqyed
retention both in knowledge of writing skills and also in writing performance six
weeks after the experiment ) ) wre
“Laguna (1972) examined an instructional method which employed individualiza-

it

tion (diagnostic tests and ‘teacher-student conferences) and peer grouping (students o
in each peer group chose writing topics, set objectives, and evaluated their writ- .

,,,‘
7

;jét ing). The control group operated on a whole-class basis, with the’ objectives set

- by the teacher, vho also evaluated all writing. The subjects were .60 tenth . , ;

e

>
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grade 'students. * Evaluation gas‘based-on the STﬁP writing test and the STEP
essay test, Liguna found that peer ievaluation was as effective as teacher
~corrections and that it reduced the time expended in’ evaluation by the teacher,
With peer evaluation. students compJeted more composition whﬂ‘e they recelved - . g5
more immediate feedback on their writing, And finally, « 4n  progressed at I
.their own rate in acquiring composition skills without répeating previous learning,
' In a related study, Ford (19?3) investigated the effects of peer-edltlnb
“and grading of—themes -on--the- grammar-usage and_theme-writing . ability of fresh-
‘man English students, He found_that having.students edit and grade each others'
themes can cause slgnificantly greater gains in their grammar-usage as well as - .
in their theme<composition abillty than having just the course instructor edit

and grade’ the students* “Writing:—Similaxly; Farrell (1977). used 15 Junior

h

e e

+

;5 .. _high students Tor a twelve week study comparing ‘three approaches to teaching .
: . writing: 1) teacher-lecture; 2) peer~evaluationgsand -3)_group 1 tutoring, Stu- ==
L dent writing was assessed by .the STEP Test, and. by a writing sample rated by

‘the Diederich Compositioh Rating Scale. ' Farrell found that'generally both peer B
B evaluation and group tutori‘“‘had‘better~effects on-wris inguskills._l__.— L ;
22 . . ~Inan experiment using sixth graders, Sager (1973) investigated whether :
f ‘ children who' were. taught to use a rating scale (composed of four sections on .
;“f~~ xvocabulary. elaboration. organization. and structure) to rate their own compo- .. °
) o sltlons and those of their Peers would improve the -quality -of their writing more
than students “who -studied the four criteria of the rating scale but did not use
igiff””r 4t. in evaluating their work; The~researcher foundrtha**the 'students using the
% scale to. rate their.own work as well as that of their peers did improve the -
-quallity of their writing more than did the Students who did not use the scale,
Another kind of methodological experlment involved programmed instruction.
" Slay (1968) compared the effectiveness of programmed, formal, and- informal -
Tfapproaches to- the teaching of grammar An remedial college English The piogrammed
* group used a progxammed grammar text; the formal group used formal grammaxr 1nstruc-‘
_tion with a traditional handbook; and the informal group replaced formal grammar
instruction with teacher-~led discussions of students' writing, along with samples
of studentawriting presented -on an overhead projector. The researcher found no
7 significant differences in. writing -skills- among: -the three groups, Harris (1972)
‘k,a ) .examinen the léarning effectivéness and cost-time efficiency of programmed in-
!K . .struction for teaching expository weiting to college freshmen and high school 7
- seniors. Programmed 1nstruction included intégrated 1nstruc tional sequence,
behavioral obaectives and student knowledge of objectives, cybernetic feedback
.~i; and self-instruction. Harrls found prognammed 1nstructlon effectlve for teach1ng . . o

0
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sowé high=level cognitive processes (analyzing informative discourse) and as
effective as conventional,methods for ‘teaching the analysis and production of
discourge which omphaoizcs logical proof, He also;found,programmed instruction

efficient in terms of cost and time. . e

In an extension of the Rohman and Wlecke study (1964 see above), Burhans

(1968) added to the*focus oh prewriting -a stress on writing’ techniq_es and struc-

tural methods, Three approaches to a college level sophomore composition course

were compared, The prewriting gréup emphasized prewriting and rewriting; the
__-_2comprehensiyeﬁ_group emphasized prewriting, writing techniques (e.g., abstract

‘and concrete language, figurative language, analogy, and: exemplification),

. structural methods (development of paragraphs and essays), and rewriting; the

"traditional" group emphasized log1c, rhetoric, and mechanic In’addition, the
- prewriting .and comprchensive groups were student-centered and developmental (i.es,
from prewriting and writing stages to full essays) while the traditional group ~
was-material-centered and _static (i.e., begin With h full essays) Burhans found

st i s S e e i it bt < g

that*students in the prewriting and ‘comprehensive groups produced writing superi-
: or to that produced by students in the traditional.group. While students in the
f*4““**‘~prewriting andmcomprehensive .groups.showed _measureable gains An the areas of

wording, flavor, ideas, and o_ganization, none of the three groups proved superi-:

- -

or in the. 1mprovement of -mechanics, ) . ¢ -

Two experiments were concerned strictly with revision. Hansen (19?1)‘inves-

tigated whether university students who do teacher-guided revision and rewriting

jcal and grammatic errors with only the aid of a handook and who do not re-
vise or rewrite.~ For the self-guided students, then, revision iras strictly a
matter of proof-reading. In addition, students in the self-gulded group’ wrote
more themes without revision, while the students- in- the teacher-guided group
--wrote fewer themes but revised each into new themes. . The results led Hansen to
')ﬁf conclu e that there is no assurance that a student who ‘writes four themes and
7 revises .each into a new theme will improve -any more ‘than.another student who
. rites twice as many themes and makes a correction sheet for each, The researcher
‘also concluded\that editing skills are evidently learned in some way other than

_through. ;evising ‘and-rewriting, This-study-suggests- ‘that -if-students oncE’under- T )

stand just what needs to be revised, the actual physical act of revision may be
_unnecesgsary, \
In another\ tudy of revision, Effros (1973) worked with ten college freshman
composition sections., The experimental groups' procedure was\designed to moti- .
"vate students to\SEVise and rewrite by delaying grades until revisions were

N < o

~of an eBsay achleve greater skill in composition than students who correct mechan-

~
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completed. The control groups, ¢n the other hand, used minor revision with imme-
diate grades. Results based on the English Expression Test showed that the con=
trol group was significantly botter, though there was no significant difference
" between the two groups on the essay test. ‘

. J— "In an experiment intended to examine creativity in the writing of tenth :

I grade students, Jenks (1965) compared two methods. The first was the "Demopraxis
Journal Method," which consisted of regular journal keeping that included five
oomponents* 1) an ideas 1ist; 2) daily writing with three weekly essays focussed
on a single topic, mood, or opinion; 3) a personal.manual with corrections of _

errors noted by the writér or by members of a peer group, 4) a spel ling 1list; and

5) extra-credit manuscripts, The second method was a regular course e of study
where students wrote one ‘assigned theme per week and\did not keep a Journal. -
perimental data derived from the Imaginative Stories Tasks of the Minnesota
" Tests of Creative Thinking showed that- the journal method contributed significant-
ly to creative development T T

@
..

" Since _many of -the- studies I have reported here were conducted in rather
short. periods of time, evidence” seldom indicates that any method being compared‘

with another has any lasting effect. "Many researchers report that significant ”
~“...differences might haye_become apparent had the treatment- been carriedfout over a
" longer time. Smith"s (197# gee above) six-week post-experimental check is thus R

.an exception worthy of replication.. To cite another example, ﬁurrus (1970) con-
: ducted athree year experiment with primary children comparing two methods<of -
. _. teaching ‘the mechanics of writing,- The'"traditional",method _placed emphasis on - N
. . A language textbook and models of” correctness while" the "functidnal” method
’ emphasized the child's own: language (1. €.y stress on mechanics as determined hy
voice inflections) and emphasized writing as purposeful communication. Burrus f
found the functional approach statistically more significant in improving
punctuation, capitalization, and spelling. .Improvement in ‘usage and sentence
structure was slightly higher for the functional group, though not statistically
significant What is more. important in this study, however, is the suggestion ‘
fﬁ r - that attitudes formed ‘in the functional group toward writing as a purposeful, "
“ “real communication act directed «oward peers may have had an impact ori the.im=- :
provement _of certain: writing,skills.mlThesBurrus study has»too~many«uncontrolledr——**-‘**—;
variables for this causal relationship toybe drawn with any real certainty; still,
it does suggest a re1ationship bétween attitudes and achievement acquired in
time which other expérimental methodological studies need to- investigate.
It is clear from many of the studies I have reported ‘here that. attitudes o I
students form- toward writing are not always considered in methodological C

t
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comparisons. Indeed, investigations into the relationships between techniques"J
—of composition tea.ching and learning and attitudes which foster improvement in

-

compoaition pose many questions of a psycholinguistic nature which ca.ll for much .
needed research, What, . for example, is the long-term effect on student motivation

and performance of tea.cher onsored versus. self-sponsored writing? Or how does . s -
having a genuiue purpose: f iting influence the development of writing abili- |
ties? And what is the impact of -feedback from ‘other than teacher-only audiences
on student desire to comminicate a.nd communica.te well? Finally, & research pro-
posal made. by Rohman and Wlecke in their- study’ seems most a.ppropria.te here'

‘Tesearchers should seek 5 aefine the precise rela.tion of the journal=sthatis;—«

_— the hadbit o ‘Livate a.rticula.tion-to the improvement of a student's. a.ttitude S
' .and performance as a writer" (196’4— P 169) i . '
- = These kirds of questions v1ev: writing a.s 8 mea.nix.g-centered la.nguage process /4
where motivation and attitudes enter into the writing process in as essentia.l a’

role as do the writing "skills" most studies focus thalr attention on; The re- -
ciproca.l nature of a.ttitudes a.nd pexfornance is thus: 1n need: of ‘nore resea.rch 3

which recognizes that the development of attitudes anc a.bllities in writing takes
N time and that composition methode and approaches are: truly:"eftective" only when

their impa.ct on a.chievement a.nd a.t’titudes 1s apparent long after treatment. '

e  ————
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2, Wha.t do different kinds of students prefen'» to write- about
' when relieved of the expectations and requirements of )

£ 3

tea.chers -and others? N

-

/. ’ -

2 . . , . R RO
Ls . *

Va.ron (1971) examined the content of unsol.Lcited compositions written by' e

fifth and sixth gra,de ‘students in the\yea.rs 1963-1968 She found that the ma,,jor
;}\’ tﬁematic category students preferred ‘was abstract concepts such as love and ha.xe.
- ( Other ca.tegoriesfobsen'ed (in rank. order) were: na.ture, a.ctivities. ma.teria.l ' .

-

- gggd;s, and bu.na.ns Varon also found the gr }atest use of human referrents in the
. -children's writing was. that of persons generally, followed .by self, extra.-familia.l,
')rhﬁ\'worid, familial, fanciful, and no persons at all. Jobe (19?4) found that when

' givefx/freedom of choice in selecting topics, second, fourth, and sixth gra.de
. children chose f ta.sx, anima.ls, and .personality, in that order, .Jobe also
T found that the major influence on “cholce of topic uas interna.l (students' own
: “ideas), followed by topics derived from personal experiences, a.nd lastly books.

Bell (1971) examined 1 +502 compositions designed ‘to encourage free expression

- of the writing interests of high.school students. He found that the interests .
- - most —frequently—=e5cpressed by the —students',-(‘inr rank .ord‘efr), were.: ,educa".‘l:fion,’,‘ourt...

N S . ‘ ' 0 ) ' _ \ )
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soclety, life, sports, home, our world, pgople, experiences, and friendship, .
Bell also found that the students were more interested in writing about matters
Vthat they percelved -as affecting their own lives and that they showed minimal

4‘8’
interest in -writing about such topics as animals, music, hobbies, travel/1and

llterature, .
Standish's (1970) 1nformal investigation. of high school student. writing
‘preferences was reported in the—April 1970 Arizona English Bulletin°_~w

/f Interested.in discovering what kinds of composition assignments’high_
. . schoolfstudents preferred, Patricia Standish (Alhambra HS, Phoenix)

asked 256 students to complete a br1ef questionaire. The response o '
i item 1, “If you Were- -going to be assigned a composition, which instruc=-

‘tions would you prefer to follow?" revealed a preference for an. unstruc- } ; 'éf
ST tured assignment'(an assignment which left the student free in ~hoice of

—topic, audience, approach, style, or length) by more than 407 of ‘the
SR Am;studen‘s, About 29% preferred the loosely structured assignment,

/// oo while less than 13% favored highly structured assignments. Item 2 &
L " asked. _students, "If you ¥ werc _golng to be assigned a composition, ‘which .

_ type “of topic would you. prefer’" and- students indicate& prefexrence. for A
- topics based on current problems (50%), as opposed to topics bascd on

© . ~literature (20%); experience (12%), or the .composition book (2%). Item_

3 asked students, If you were going to be assigned a composltion, what
N - L type of vriting,would you preferr ‘Students responded to item 3 by _' N

4

indicating a preference for expository writing (36€%) over narrative :_ . -
“{22%) or desgriptive (157) writing. That. these 256 students preferred SRR
unstructured assignments 1s a little surprising. Many “texts on writing - )

note thai structured topics give the young writer a sense of" purpose
) and direction (p. 51).

* faY

®

In her ingestigation of secondary school students choices .of audience.
and topics, Koch (1976) found that when given free choice, girls chose mostly
to write either/to pggrgtabout personal experiences, or to familx about pers I
‘“““”“"““feelings., T
not to the degree the girls did, and boys also_chose a more diversified audience,
. one which included public figures and known adults as well as peers. ' . .
Future researchers might direct their attention toward the writing prefer-

‘Boys™ also génerally chose to write ‘about person:il experiences, but

ences df college students; content analyses and questionalre/inquiry techniques

e - —
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miy provide interesting data for determining the nature of preferred writing -
assignments. It may we™l be.-for—example. that part of the problem facing begin-
ning_writers utems from the conflict botween preferred writing-topics and imposed
topices, Furthermore, the wide spread of preference reported in such studies as
Standish's suggests a need for research which investigates whether providing a

7 . variety ‘of topics .and modes on-a writing assignment affects the writing perfor=- .

L mance of students,

1
~

o
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3. What are the ‘sources of fear and- resentment of wiiting?-
; ’ h ‘- ;’: i - ‘: i - . L ‘ . -y . L
N ' I have considered this-que'stion separately from Quéstions One and Fourteen - . E
because it pertains to' ldentifying sources of attitudes toward writing genera, lly i

; _ whereas those questions pertaifed more to identr?ying attitudes formed as-a re=

: sult" of specific technigues. Two recent;studies investigated language apprehen-: L g
i:i‘*_ '§igg*as a possible: source of - fear}and resentment ‘In a case study which examined .
. the development of linguistic security and written fluency. Koch (1975) sought to
: t»facilitate linguistic security inicdllege«students:throughwsmall-groupﬂintgraction. ;
.; ) " Pre and posttest comparisons revealed that students involyed with small group inb )
. " feraction valued their competence with language more,_ increased théir written ’ o
‘ Q: fluency, demonstrated greater cohesion in ‘their writing. and had- greater confi- B
dence in their ability to speak and write effectively. Brazil (19?5) found !
__similar results when he hypothesized that the doctxine of linguistic coxrectness ‘

causes linguistic insecurity. Working at. the- communitY’college level, Brazil.
evaluated the overall effectiveness -of two contrasting approaches tg teaching

frechman composition- 1) a dialect-acceptance. student-cegered—appreach- and .
] ' 2) a language-standardization, teacher-centered approach,’ Results,favored\thei' \
; > 'dialect-acceptance approach: students made greater gains in fluency and in ‘iﬂ :,féi o
3 overall uriting effectiveness. S - S ‘. e
e - A project by Daly and Miller (19?5) came closer to identifying the sources - ,

of fear and resentment than did either the Koch or Brazil studies. Daly and
' Miller. reported on the’ initial development of an instrument for iden/ifying

-appreherisive student writers. The researchers developed a twenty-six item
"“’“—“"‘“Lickert=type -8cale which was designed as an attitudes suréé}‘éhd wasﬁtested for Pé%c
: validity and reliability. Students answering the sutrvey are instructed “to in-

. .- dicate degrees of agreement. or disagreement to such statements as the followinge

”

=] avoid writing.

~=I am-afraid of writing essays when.I know they will bé evaluated,

- 4 - i
i ) ' - 8 '
> 1
N ’ " . )
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_ o T --My mind seems to go blank when I .start to work \on a. composition. ‘ R
2~ ,7,_ N - ==l expect to-do poorly in composition classes. even before-TI enter them.

1:;, L o ~=] have a terrible time organizing my idea.s in a composition course,

T .

- R

. In their inVestigation of« acadenmic decisions as a :E'unction of writing.- <
S apprehension, Daly and Shamo (1978)- hypothesized. that college students. who. a.re SN :
S highly apprehensive about writing will find desirable ma.jors which they perceive * \
to be low in writing requirements and tha.t students with low levels of apprehen~ ;
sion will find desirable majors with high writing requirements. l‘hey also hurpo-'
Lo thesized*‘ that-college students‘" choice of major is a.ffected by their a.pprehension

F

./-—‘*"

'writing requirements; and ? actual deéisions on ma.jors reflect apprehensive stu=

’—dents tendency' to- -choose. majors which they perceive as having low writing re= 4 Lo

lquirements "‘f\e authors concluded tha.t "Highly apprehensive people find writing ro "
- unrewa.rding or-even punishing. As: a consequence, they- seek to a.voisti,tuations
T . 'whcre it is required Low apprehensives are Jjust the opposite" (p. 124,
? - Further research in student writing a.pprehension ight expa.nd on the pio- )
s ’ ~neerrng/work of :Daly and Miller and- Da.ly qnd Shamo to -a moxe precise identifi- j
——’——-—————ca.tion-of—fears~and_resentments,ﬁhongitudinal ‘and case-study procedures’ might 11
- , ,provide information rega.rding the natural. history of vaTuctant writers. Tn .". .
(AR addition; inquiries into previous school experiences with writing could provide e
) much- valua;’ole insight. Related reseg.rch issues were: suggested by Rohman .and . ‘
“ i&;éﬂlecke in the lr study (196l+),;h they encouraged researchers to:

R
~ L e

- . of writing réquirements, The procedure followed wis to glve four questionaires - o
”*‘—To’rei—mﬁergradugte‘students-which-—sought«—to—mee,sure—-i )-writing apprehensions_ —
3 " 2) perceived writins demands 3in 28 a.ca.demic ma.jors; 3) desira.bility of the 28 e
- majorsznahdrl}) a.ctualmmajor choices. The data supported both hypotheses- ‘the. 3
Jdesira.bility of certain ma.jors is a.ffécted 'by the level of apprehension about: -

Seek to throw more light on the rela.tionship of a person s self-lma.ge
~ to ‘his beha.vior as a writer. What might the validity of a selff-im,‘a.ge‘,
4 be as a predictor of successful beha."ior as writer° ’ '

513 .n RN

-

- . ‘; ‘ ,Sgglﬁ 1o uncover to_what. degree our,,na.tional "neurosileaabout "correct- - - /-%«»wj
: ness" has inhibited or encouraged better pgformance -among. student
writers, What kinds ‘of -attitudes, especizl 2AIdn the elementa.ry grades,

* ; ) would provoke better writing among young ‘people? (p. 107) oy
L \ oy .. . : ) )
. Fina.ily, I would add that in recent years, an enormous anmount of research .in

R T <, \" d . . » 7
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dia.lect va.riation ‘has become avaJ.Iable which .can be of much value in attempts
"to discover the®sources of fear and resentment ,of writing. Thus, research into ~
the relationuhip of dialect variation and apprehension in writing shows much
promise. - . ,}.

&, How do. the kinds of writing ‘which adults compose Vary with their -
occupations and other factors" : ’

. Very 1ittle has been done in this~area.»-9ne—study by VEﬁFleeHT(1969) S _
sought to develop guidelines for the content -of a eollege report-writmg course % . :
'by gathering data through the analysis of report-writing textbooks and by in- oL
terv1ewing report writers and report readers at two companies. The investigator 4
found—thatbthe—potentia.l—report—writer shou1d-be~a.ble~:to do- i.he follomng._. S )
T write correctly, concisely, clearly, and precisely, 2) define” and analyze report ,

o \problgns- ) _outline, organize and write re_ports of va.rious lengths and degrees . )

'_4 - of complexity and. fomality; LP) develop particular report sections, such as’ in- :
troductions and summa.ries° ’5) present data graphically a.nd verbally,.ﬁand:,distin- ool
" guish _between relevant and irreleva.nt details' .and 6) follow instructions per- :
s taining t0 report’ make-up, physical presentation,~ and’ graphic construction. .
F'urther research into other areas of specia.lized writing may be\very useful to ' B

V¥ T N e e et S T ey

‘teachers and curnculum designers of specialized or technical writing pro,gram —

T~

%

5. What is the effect on writing of having the student compose
‘his paper for different kirds of readers? .

T - ! T o ST L o
Most of the research relating to this question deals with peer-audience as
v , .one of the glements in a total methodologica.l approach (see, for”exa.mple, Laguna,
" 1972 ‘and: Ford, 1973). - A study by:McClatchey and McClatchey (1970), howevex,

seems to bé in direct response to this question in that peer-audience was the '
. variable :Ln the project. After conducting a pilot study, with twenty-nine stu- .

dents, the actual study was “begun with'fifty-nine freshman compositionv_s;gxdents g A

at a university. Students in four classes .each wrote four themes, 'I‘wo of the Lo

themes were handed in to the teacher to be graded and commented on.. The. third. o

e

theme was -dittoed and distributed in class groups, taken home and commented on

by peers, discussed in class, -and then returned to the writers. The fourth.

theme, exchanged between pairs of students rather than in groups, was commented

on, d1scussed and returped to the writers, Next, all of the themes were evalu-
ated by a group ‘of outside raters on the basis of interest construction, and

i
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organization. A letter grade was assigned for each theme. The results indicated
that average and above-average students did better when writing for the teacher,
Below-average students. however, did better when writing for their peers. In
their conclusions, - the investigators suggested. that below-average writers maKe
low grades in writing partly because of tensicn over grades and because of in-
ability to-"psyche out” the teacher's wishes, "In any case," they write,/fit

is apparent.from the results of this research that most below-average students,
and some who are average or above-average, would profit from writing, at least

x‘occasionally, themes that are directed towards. their- fellow students® (p. 23).

McClatchey and McClatchey call for replication of their investigatvon into

: the 1mpact of audience oh student writing, and it would appéar from the paucity

of stiidies done in this area that there is still much need for such studies. In'

..addltion, .researchers might consider investigating what effect audiences other

—— e e | —

- than teachers -and peers might ‘have on- student writing, For example,how is stu- .

dent writing affected when the_audience is the school. or the community at large

;or professional individuals and groupg° While it is not uncommon for students

at all Yevels to engage in writing for audiences of this sort," ‘there has been
virtually no research to estimate the- effectiveness of such practice,

‘.
o

3 6 At which Tevels of maturation does 1t seem’ appropriate to o /
: introduce . the various modes. of discourse-—narration, poetry..////

- - 1' drama. exp081tlon, argument,_and cr1ticism°

- . ¢
3

_froblemsvinhere in—a proper interpretation—of this‘ﬁuestion.s~For example,

‘;mareuwe—to~¢ake~9appropriate2 to-mean-a—value-judgement, as in-"Do children at a
‘certain level need'to*be ‘introduced to the elenents of drami, or to fethods of

a-

exposition°" Or are we to interpret it in a developmental sense, as in "Can
-cnildren at a certain level learn techniques of critgcism’" Appropriateness,’
in either sense,- has not been dealt with in the research, ' Another problem lies -

) with»th phrase ”to Antroduce.” Does- this mean formal introduction to the modes

~9f. 4 discour ? If s0, -then the reade¥ can-look to the methodological studies
whichtinvolve troducing one of .the modes of discourse that I summarized earlier

in this _essay. But if Mto. introduce" means informal introduction, then the

questfoh s éVen fore problematic, ‘since children ‘and adolescents” of ‘all ages‘
are exposed to and use in’their daily language encounters all of the modes of.
matize, argue, criticize, and so forth, The ques=
tion, then, is too ambiguous for any precise grouping of research studies under

it, ‘It calls for a kind of broad developmental research which has not been done,

discourse--they narrate, dr
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Reseaxchers may be better off pursuing the type of related issue posed by
Lundsteen (1 ?6)xwhen she suggests that we "look to what children can do ‘before ’

" “we talk abou, Ehat teachers should: do" (p. 17). -

-
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7. “Yhat is the. relative effectiveness of writing shorter and
5 longer papers at. various leVels of maturity and prof1c1ency° 5

‘-”ﬁ\izz ; .
Researchers have not investigated the effectiveness of composition length
either at levels. of maturity or ut leve%s of proficiency. A related matter, how-'°
~ ever--writing freguency-has'been looked- into, Hunting (1967) reviewed five = ° B
. studies which consider - whether ‘increased writing practice improves writing. ,f. '%A.
He concluded that mere frequency of.writing_without accompanyingvinstruction
or motivation will not improve Griting. 'ﬁuntingrcalledrfor more research in -
. this area, particularly investigations into the relationships betWeen improve- 7
ment and functional writing assignments (i e., writing.that is meaningful and ' .
challenging, as opposed to writing that. is merely practice). - : o i

<> Sherwin (1969) has & Wore compréhensive sunmary of research into the benefits f’ﬁ“?j
of writing practice. From his overview of this research ‘he concluded that "merely :
increasing the’ number of assignments will not 1mprove ‘the quality of writing" |
(p. 157). The 1mplication drawn from research .on writing freguencx ‘seems to’sug-
gest. that 1ncreasing the.. length of. compositions will® not. improve the quality,
though at present we have no research to_ support or d1sprove th1s assertion. . I

ke
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8. At which levels of maturation does it seem appropriate to
introduce the various rhetorical elements of wr1ting7 .

- :
koo S : : "

- -

_This question poses the same problems as those I discussed undexr Question
Six. What does "appropriate" mean? Dces "to 1ntroduce" mean formal introduc- :

’-e{-%i"rn

tion- or, in this case of rhetor1ca1 elements, does it mean ra?sing to conscious-

. ness that which people do naturally, such as coordination. ‘subordination, transi-

3

tion. etc.? As I said in my discussio%,of Question Six, the question is too ams
‘biguous for any precise grouping of research studies under it. However. the
‘reader- can. look to some of the studies cited under other questions here which

) deal with the introduction of rhetorical elements to students, such as Troyka
—(1973) and Burhans (1968) under QuestionFOne. and Fichtenau (1968) and Gozemba
—(19?5) under Question_Eighteen.
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9. What are the effects of various kinds and amounts of reading
on the quality and ‘kinds of writing a person does?

-
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'relations,between extensive reading backgroundiandxsuperiOr writing performance,
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There have been Many invéstigations into *he relationshipe between reading
and writing, Lacampagne (1969), in his examination of approaches and attitudes

toward writing, survoyod over 1,000 twolfth graders who had beén rated»oither
*.superior or average in writing pérformance. Among his findings were,some cor

Similarly, Donelson (1967), in his investigation of 251 ténth graders, found
that effective wrfters were more widely read and owned more ‘books than ineffec-
tivé wiiters. Maloney (196?) tried to ddentify superior and poor ninth grade
writers of expository*prose and. the qualities that were characteristic of the’
superior writers. ‘The researcher ‘found that superior writers came from homes

where parents bought Jbooks regularly and that the stiidents read often and scoged

_high on reading tests. Barbig (1968), in a 31milar study with ninth and twelfth.

—graders, found that the poor writer watched more - television and read fever books
. than-did more successful writers. Nakamura (1970) investigated the relationship

betWeen the amount of reading and the ‘quality of writing done by 30 tenth grade

‘boys. As might be expected, he found that the writérs who read more wrote?better.

'Students considered good or._ fairuwriters .ouned more. books, read-a. greater per-

centage of the books owned. aﬂd were assigned. and completed more outside reading

Yin school than did ‘the poorer writers. In. addition, Nakamura found a close re-

' lationship between*availability of maga21nes and- newspapers in the.hoie and the
Students’ ablllt} to write well, - Schneider s study. (1970) was an attempt to

; locate spe01f1c correlations between reading and wr1t1ng skills. She 1nvestigated

] whether emphasis on reading skills leads to improved writing in a coliege remedial

writing course. Both experimental and control groups followed the same conven--

tiondalclassroom method except that the experimentalwgroup was—taughtvdevelop--
) mental reading in addition to the writing activities. Results were mixed, but
-Vin favor of the students in the experimental group: they gained on three post-

test measures of writing and reading abilities, though -only two measures«were ,
statistically significant; ‘The author concluded..that emphasis on reading skills -
can lead to improved writing, ¢ -

In their study involving 7 remedial English teachers and 2,066- college
students, Bossone and Troyka (1976) compared with other teaching approaches an

ﬁexperimental program correlating reading and: writing Instruction in order to

improve -expository writing. - The results indicated that 80” of the experimental
groups, but only 45% of the control groups improved their writing by the end of
the semester. In another investigation, the relationship between attitudes s

toward reading and success in writing was studied by Steidle (1977). Using 920
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- There have ‘been many investigations~into .the relationships between reading
and writing. Lacampagne (1969), in his examination of approaches and attitudes
“toward writing, surveyed over 1, 000 twelfth graders who had been rated either
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' that effective writers were more widely read and: owred more books than ineffec-
tive writers. Maloney (1967) tried to identify superior and poor ninth grade
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3; 5 < in school than did the poorer writers. - In addition, Nakamura found -a close re= -
S : ;‘ lationship between availability of magazines and newspapers 1n the -home and’ the
" students® ability to write well, Schneider's study (1970) was ‘an attempt to
locate specific correlations Between reading and writing skilis. She investigated
whether emphasis on reading skills. leads to imprdved writing in a. college remedial
writing course. Both experimental and control groups’followed the: same conven- '
tional classroom method except that the,experimental group. was taught develop-
. mental reading in addition/tg,the writing acnivities. Results were mixed, but
¢+ 1n favor of the student’/in the experimental groups they gained on three post-
’ test measures’3§fwriting and readlng abilities, though..only two' measures were
. statlstically significant. The author, concluded that emphasis on reading skills

experimental program correlating reading and writing instruction in. oxder to
improve expository writing. The results indicated that 80” of the experimental
groups, ‘but only hj% of the control groups improved their writing bw the end of '
the semester, In another investigation. the relationship between attitudes

; o toward’ read ing and success’ in writing was studied by Steidle (19?7) Using 920
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centage of ‘the books owned, and“were“assigned and completed more outside reading .

~~  can.lead to improved writing. R * R
: , .- In their: study involxing 71 remedial English, eachers_and 2,066 coilege . ,
N L students, Bossone and Troyka (1976) compared: W1th§9ther teaching approaches an

T




. students from grades*four. slx, nine, and twelve, the researcher co ;lated
scores on ‘the Diederich Composition Rating Scale with measures -of specific

r‘ _ attitudes toward reading. Steidle found that student attitudes towarg reading

( n significantly predicted success in writing,

Thomas' (1978) findings disagree with most of these reading/writ}ng cor=

| relation studies. He used 405 college freshmen to deteriine the. relationship
i«' "~ between reading and writing achievement, Measurement was throughrthe subtests
for comprehension and vocabulary on "the SAT, through a reading questionaire, and
. through one 500-word writing sample rated for overall quality and sentence matur-
- ityz& Thomas found little relationship between a student's ability toiread-and
' ‘his: ability to write, Nonetheless,:+ would appear from most, of this type of
research that a close connection between reading and writing does exist None
" of the studies cited here, however. attempts t6 articulate the causes of this
relatiohship, All we can be sure of at this point is that extensive Teading

contributes tq suc"ess.in writing, Why this is so is a rich area for: further
| . research. S . ‘ < - A\
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L . 10 What are the direct and indirect ‘effects:of particular sensory o
L(' ’ o . ‘experiences and guided observation upon writing’ .
IR S ’ o S I S

- <& s
. - -

Ewing (1967) investigated the effect of various stimuli on the writing pro-
.« duced by third graders; Four sensory stimuli were used: 1) andito;z (1istening . ~
46 a musical selection); 2) visual. (viewing a £ilm without words); 3) motor
) (drawing a picture); and“h) ninimal stimulus (being asked to. write. atstorv)- - .
o - The. -students- wrote a composition after each of the four stimuli, Five judges . . _'af
ranked ‘the bompositions accordingvto overall quality. The compositiéns judged.- -
‘ *-.highest in quality were those written with- minimal stimulus, followed by those
442; T Written under»auditory. visual,, and motor stimuli. King (1973) sought to de-
B ’f*‘a“termine whe'ther increasing the number of ‘types of sensory stimulatic prior to
v a writing experience would help fourth gixth, and eighth grade students to”
X 'write more- creatively;and t6 write longer stories. The four stimuli were:
| £ 1) aural; 2) aural and visuals 3) aural, visual and tactile; and 4) aural,

N Four related studies focussed on sensory stimuli Golub and Frederick
(1970) compared the differences in, the writing of 160 fourth and sixth graders.
when they were exposed to two variables: I) contrasting,visual stimuli (vlack
and white _Versus colored pictures; and. abstract versus concrete pictures) "and
2) varying instructions on how to write (specific versus general) The

<

|

L

‘visual, tactile, olfactory. and; gustatogx The results Were Inconclusive; ’ ‘1
|
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‘researchers foundrthat black and white Plctures seem to be slightly superior
to colored pictures for/generating more complex and more diverse linguistic
structuree.e They also found that abstract pictures were more difficult to

e
P

}~~ W——‘*write -about than concrete plictures, which produced more modifying clauses. - ) . ‘4
) However, there’was no statistical significance for either of’theSE‘fin ings; . "j
~ and the variation in instructions had no effect on the students ‘writing, Donlan . ‘ngi

(1976) worked with eleventh and twelfth gradexrs to determine the effect f four - C
types . of music on the students spontaneous writing, He found that unfamiliar " !
vocal music interfered more with the’ quality and quantity ‘of student writingfgm o ~\§
than_d\__familiar vocal music, hafka (1971) investigated the effectiveness of 7 Q;IJ%
) three sensory stimuli in ‘helping intermediate students express themselves in ‘ :
e writing narrative compositions. He found that students exposed to the three ' .
stimuli--visual, aural, and“tactile--before writing, did not demonstrate better : ‘fﬂg ?
' ,\_quality in their writing than a- control group-which wrote without Yeing exposed - .- ;
S 1 the stimuli An- fact the: control group wrote better -compositions. Finally, oy
L Wilson (1976) asked whether sensory -stimuli or pictures of sensory stimuli nave =
i’.». " greater impact on high school ,student perception as evidenced by degrees -of
descriptiveness and interest generated in their wri*ingﬂafﬂe found that direct N

of

. Yo

e sensoxry stimuli ‘do not’ generate greater descriptiveness or: interest, ‘ . ;;
i Wilson's study, like the othqrs ‘cited"here, point.to the general inconclu- R
° siveness among’_studies "done on- sensory stimili, Too much depends on—other vari- . ,:’7

ables, cuth as topic, environment,é/gge of discourse, and, most importantly, .
individual student sensitivity to 4timuli, Kafka's, suggestion that® perhaps

children write more effectively from internal stimuli than from external : ‘%é
$timull supports the notion that sensitivity to stimuli of whatever sort is “ .
f, : " fax: too indiv1dualistic for researchers to come to any firm agreement about the e )
. relative effectiveness of one stimulus.over another, 1 - . i ",,i{
&, - - L fi. At what stages of maturity do students spontanedusly seck' 1f
AN - . specific help in improving particular aspects of writing, _ .
) ) such-as specificity .of details, transitions, paraIlel
_ ’ structure, and metaphor? _ L . N
A . S - 7 o - N
S ) .. . /jy,
AR . This question presupposes that there Is a stage or stages of maturity at

vwhich students develop such highly motivated self-direction that they spontane;

ously grapple with these problem-solv1ng aspects of writing, when in fact, stu- o
. \ dents at__;L levels can acquire such self-direction The essential.question, - . A
. @» ‘ 'then, has less to do with identifying some level of maturity and more to.do with ) :

hs
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¥hy and'hou‘a self-generated seafch‘f(; help develops. The research tudies 1
. cited under Question 0ne--those dealing with attitudes--are the closest we have
come- to ancwering this quostion through research._ llence, there 1s still need fur
research in response to this question,‘though I belieVe it would more accurate
to rephrase it as. followss "Under what' circumstances, environments, approaches,
L motivational stimuli, etc., do students at different ‘levels of maturity develop

a self—directed problem- olving orientation toward writing?v

L] P — — . — T —— 0w
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: . . ,‘ _ 12, At which levels of" maturity can particular aspects of
.. writing most efficiently be Tearned?

: &~ ,
Co ‘This question is similar to Questions Six and Eight in that the many ways of ’
;.\ interpreting "aspects" prevent any speclfic grouping of research studles here,
{gil';% Perhaps the best answer research could- provide in response to this question would
E—r%:—ll be that some students, at various levels of maturation and under various learning’
; - condi*dons, can learn some aspects of writing. That is to say, the question poses
a broad developmental issue ‘that so far :has been approached only in studies of iso-
lated aspects -of writing; and the results of these studies ‘do. not lend themselves i
éi . to the sweeping conclusions this question seeks. Nonetheless, valuable insight
- could derive.from research which examines developmental aspects of children .S and
adolescents writing.p As Lundstéen (1976) points out, there has been some theoret-
ical work concerning "characteristics of children's composition according to in- -
T creases in age: Fo: example,. there appear to be progressions In plot construction,
- characterization, choice of revealing detail. sequencing. support of main idéas,

al@lity to make choices in forming and arranging sentences, coordination, subordina~-

et ‘tion, and use of transitions (Burrows, i9603 Hunt, 1965) The compositional thought

C A of ohildren moves from memory of direct, ‘sensory experience to pictured imagee of
concrete objects held in inner speech thought (Vygotsky, 1962) The child's written
thought moves from a few words to whole incidents and finally t6 the complex order-
ing of~ experience through various forms. of literature, such‘as the folktale, fable,
- -myth, and fantasy (Nebraska Curriculum Developnent Center, 1966)" (Lundsteen, p. 24),
Experimental -support for hypotheses such as these may provide some answers to

when students ‘can learn what T - " ) R 2
?,7‘$' '?7,13'. - 13. Does‘the oral reading of rough drafts help the . elementary
- o :“_':- — child strengthen "sentence sense"? How does it? .

1 ~ ¢ . - - T . N &

i /

reading of rough drafts of compositions by 26 sixth graders. Students wrote

SRR Mills (1970) compared the effects of oral proofreading and silent proof- T
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pairs of narrativesj one vas read orally for correcting exrors in capitalization
and"terminal punctuation, And the other was read silently for the same correctibns. , f
Mills found a significant difference An correcting capitalization brrors which -
Afavored the oral proofreading method, but found no significant difference betweeni
the two methods in the coxrecting of terminal. punctuation. The researcher con~
- cluded that children of this age can benefit from both types of proofreading.

‘ Likewise, ‘Fechar- (1976) investigated the effectiveness of having students read
: their papers. aloud to the teacher in a conference. One hundred twenty-three.
high .school students divided into experimental and ‘control groups for twelve .
’ weeks followed the. same procedure in the Communication Skills course, -except: . - N
that the experimental groups followed the oral proofreading technique, Post-
tests showed no. significant differences between the two groups on either the ’
English 2600 tests, the SRA spelling tests. or. -on the writing sample, grading of.
~mechanics. K _ ) : 7*73 ‘

s 15 What procedures of teaching and learning composition are
most effective for pupils of low’ socioeconomic patterns? -

There has ‘been little research in composition specifically directed toward ‘
students of low socioeconomic patterns.' An exception is Fry (1971), who investi- i
_ gated the effects of two variables upon-the writing of 160 ninth grade students:
of low socioeconomic backgrounds. The two variables were:mui) traditional versus
A transformational grammar; and 2) direct versus indirect methods of teaching.
(The direot method vas concerned with the correction of specifie¢ srrors while
the: fndirect method was concerncd with. generalizing'the grammatical elements
without- emphasizing specific errors) Fry found that neither the proportion
of well-formed sentences nor the average structural complexity of sentences-was
affected by elther grammatical approach, or by either method -of teaching. Un-
like Fry, however. most researchers are more concerned with their subjects
achievement level than with their socioeconomic level. That’ “being the. case,
-useful research ‘eould be doné first. on what causal relationships. if any,: exiet
between socioeconomic background and achievement° and, second, .on strategies for
‘the teaching and‘learning of composition which :are informed by such research in '
causal relationships. .

— - -

& -

. 16, What procedures of teaching and learning composition ave,
v T most effective for pupils learning to write English as a
. ,second language°
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i ) Much of the research in ESL in recent years ‘has beem‘concerned with prac-
PR tices based on .somparative learning theories, such as those described by John
3 7 earroll as the audiolingual habit theory and the cognitive code-learning theog;
(Carroll, 1971). However, very little of this research consists of empirical
studies. Morrisfoe and Morrisroe (1972); in their survey of 239 articles pub~
lished between 1961 -and 1968 which deal with ESL generally, found- only seven=
teen that could be deséribed as empirical ‘research, "Many articles" they note,
"dealt with problems. in second language teaching, but few dealt with proven ways‘-
to solve them" (p. 50). The ‘situation is ever worse for research in ESL directly
. concerned with the teaching and learning of composition. For example, Dykstra
"and Paulston (1967) reported ¢ on_a_programmed method—of-improving composition g
skills of foreign students which involved structured language manipulations of . %&5;
model passages, An experiment is included in the report, but it is nct described - R
dn any detail, and no statistical results- accompany it,. . B
S Much reeearch could thus be done in the area of composition for-students
R learning English as a second language. Studies such as the one by Friend (1970)
e ‘could bs replicated Friend exanined relevant theories and research in linguis-
tics, psychology, and composition theory as they relate to the construction of
- writing programs for' students of English as a second language at the intermediate
; ‘~ and advanced levels, She then presented a writing program ‘based on such informa- -
- '4 tion. Vhile Friend's . ig not -an” empirical study, it is- a sound example of the kind . :
%;'mramr“of 1nvest1gation “that could be, replicated on an empirical basis. Readers interest- o
: " ed in this area, of .research in.ESL should consult Friend's bibliography as welr -
" as' the bibliographies appea.ring in Carroll (1966), Croft (1970), the 1968 Index
R toAPRIC Documentsein Linguistics’and the Uncommonly Taught Langggg and Selected ) Lo
F Bibligggaphie of Related Titles (1969),-A A TESOL Bibliogggp Y. (1971), and studies .
indexed in Language and Langpape Behav1or Abstracts. "

<1
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17, Can 8 udy of -the newer types .of linguistics help writers9 -
Rescarch into the relationship of modern linguistics and writing has taken
-two- directions. On the -one hand some studies examine whether instruction in
linguistics improves writing. Such’ studies, thoroughly summar¥zed in Sherwin
- (1969), Blount (1973), and’ Haynes (19?8), do not, as Sherwin concludes, "en-
] 7', i ‘courage ‘the belief that a linguistlc apprcach or linguistic knowledge is more
v effective. than. a.grammatical approach or grammatical knowledge" (p. 156),
: Sherwin's statement echoes that made six years earlier in the Braddock Report .
?f on research in the teaching of traditional grammar- "the teaching of formal
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.grammar has a negligible or, because it usually displaces some instruction and .k

practice in‘actual composition, even a harmful efféect on ‘the improvement of A,
writing“ (1963, pp. 37-38) Thc rieed for’any further research in this area is
unlikely. ' ;

However, a second direction has emerged dn investigations into the relation-

4 ship of modern linguistics and writing imnrovement namely. studies in gentence
combinigg Miller arid Ney (1968) worked with fourth graders for an entire year,

"y using oral and written drills in sentence combining, along with choral readings,
?osttestnresults favored the experimental oral/written group. These students

| ,
F;ﬂ; "~ “wrote more. words per. writing assignme1t. used the- sentence structure practiced LT

.- ~4n-the treatmentrmore, 2rdused” a,greater proportion of complex ;sentences. than )
' did the control- -group. Aellon (1969) found that-the syntactic fluency of ninth : ,_&’?J
graders can be. enhanced through the study of transformational-generative grammar ';
- along with the exercises in sentence combining, thovgh it was not clear which . ‘f;

affected student writing-the grammar instruction or the sentence combining‘ex-‘ E
ercises, O'Hare (1971) replicated the Mellon study but did not include ‘any in-' . ..
-struction in~transformational-generative,grammar His workwith. 300 seventh T
graders for an entire school year focussed on intensive practice in sentence ’ o
combining, At the end of the treatment he found that the students in the experi= o
o i, mental groups were writing sentences more symtactiCally—maturb—than'the—sentences" ‘
| prfoduced by students in the control groups and that the overall quality of the . -
By experimental groups‘ compositions was also superior to the—control—group:"ccm; 7
e positions. ' ' R S ‘

Other studies which replicate the sentence combining experi ments. (Hunt and v
0'Donnell, 1970; Oborchain. 1971; Pishar. 1973;. Ofsa, 1974; Bivens and Edwards.‘
1974; Combs, 1975; Levine, 1976; Klassen, 1976 Combs, 1977; and ‘Pedersen, 1977) g

D come to similax conclusions--that sentence combining practice improves the syn=- - “T;

“&mactic maturity of -students in the experiments, Some researchers do not agree

~ with these conclusions (créen. 1972; and-Ney, 1976), while still others take'the
bulk of these findings with considerable skepticism (Marzano. 19763 and San Jose, . .
1978) Nonetheless, enough evidence ‘has been gathered from enough research to é :
lend much -support to the effectiveness of sentence combining activities. Stotsky -° /¢
*+ (1975), for example, in her compreherisive. overview of experiments in sentence -
.combining, concludes that these activities will promote syntactic maturity and
will improve the overall quality of student writing. T -

18, Can formal study—of rhetorical'theory or of logic help writers?

v "
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) of invention, arrangoment and style. The researcher found that the only signifi-

Fichtenau (1968) examined the growth in written composition of academigally
above-average children in grades three throth six who were taught the concepts

-

i -cant difference in writing skills at posttest occurred-at the third grade leVel

: rhetorical training through verbal means alone in improving four writing skillg - -—————

He concluded that there is little rela~ionship between teaching these selected
rhetorical concepts and the improvement of written composition at these grade '
levels, Gozemba (1975) asked whether rhetorical training through visual medda |
(slide-tape prograns, films, and photographs) would be: moxe effective than -J
“of college freshmen°' i)ability to clearly state a.thesis;- 2)~ability to-cares— T &f
fully state an argument; 1) ability to deliberately substantiate the argument .
with. examples° and 4) ability to skillfully express ideas with varied sentence ' :5

structure :The researcher found that training through visual media was extremely

' effective: the gains of the experimental -group in all. four writing skills were . "

. cedure improves - student ability ‘to inquire into problems and communicate the

-,

- were tested, on rhetorical skills., The results showed that\the students im-

-that is, they wrote with greater understanding and’ persuasiveness. Odell (1974) S
- used freshman composition students for orle semester in an’ experiment which also

the: researcher predicted the changes ‘that would appear in students’ writing from .
'pfetest to posttest and determined how likely ithas that these changes could be. - .
attributed to chance. Because of the nature of this research design, the results

" were ‘in fact using at least some of the operations that they were taught in the

~on the invention process in composition and on the act of creativity. :She pres

nearly doubla-those of the control group._ :

Some researchers have focussed - strictly on invention. Rohman and‘Wlecke
1964), as I reported under- Questions’@ne and Fourteen, found. that college
sophomores in- -a treatment .group which emphasized concept formation in the pre- .

P

~writ1ng stage wrote significantly better themes than did students- in the control
~group which did“not focus. dn prewriting concept formation.activities. Young -

and Keon (1973) investigated whether instruction in the tagmemic discovery pro-( !

Nd e
* 1
e

results well in writing. The researchers used twelve university seniors who .

proved in their ability to analyze problems and in the quality of their writing: l . f

emphasized tagmemic discovery procedures, No control group was used;.rather, o

must be taken as tentative; posttest analysis of essays revealed that students f ;4——“¢
course, I should also nots ‘that Hoyer (19?#) has compiled a Useful bibliography

sents four sections on the following° 1) general works ‘on_invention; 2) taxonom- -

ic heuristics; 3) discovery through persona; and &)’ multi-observational approacdhes, -
Each section is divided into subsections on thepry, practice, and research. . ot
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"‘more effective ‘han traditional rhetoric in improvihg the writing skills of

Three studies considered the effectiveness of generative rhetoric in im-
proving writing. "Hardaway (1969) investigated whether generative rhetoric is

college freshmen, The experimental group recelved instruction in generative
rhetorié of the sentence and paragraph, read from models, -and did exefcises.

~ The control group analyzed sentences and paragraphs by focussing on loose, balanced,

and periodic styles; types of sentences- (simple, compound, etc. )s and topic ‘sen~ _

i tence, unity, .coherence, and emphasis in the paragraph Hardaﬁay found no signi-

ficant differences between the two groups, though mean scores for the experimen- .

- ,,.rlltal_grouplﬂere slightly. higherrin_the areas-ofrfocus and structure, content,.

,sentence construction, fluency, and general impression. Miller (1972), in his
experiment involving college students, investigated what effects the Christensen

" Rhetoric Program has upon student attitudes toward composition and upon the {

use: of free modifiers in their writing after a lapse of time from instruction‘

He found that the program @id not affect attitudes toward composition, but he. did
find the prozram superior to~traditional methdas in helping students to expand
ideas in sentences and paragraphs and to continue to do so after leaving instruc-
tion, Similarly, Hazen (1972) compared the effectivenéss of thé Christensen
Rhetoric Program with a traditional write-revise approach at the community college

" level, Ten writing ski11s were the. criteria for improvements organizatron, ideas,

deVﬁlopment usage, punctuation, tone, style, reasonlng.fsentence -structure, and
,spelling. Hazen found positive results and concluded that the Christensen Rhetoric
Progran wi11 promote writing skills at this 1evel superior to the skills of stu-.

*aents taught by the write-revise -approach.-

- In a related: study, Sanders (1973), working with junior college freshman
composition students, compared James Kinneavy 's "aims" approach (which stresses
"exﬂ\gssive, literary, persuasive, exploratory, scientific, and informa+ive aims
that govern the choices writers make in the process of ‘writing) with a tradition= .
al "modes"qapproach (wnich stresses'techniguegﬁreleyantﬁtg the various: modes of

" exposition), Though both groups ‘improved their writing,'Sanders found no: signi-

ficant difference between them resulting from either approach,. :
° Finally, Klein and Grover (1970) investigated whether instruction in symbolic

. logic would effect improvement in composition and logical sentence analysis for

students in grades‘nine through twelve. The researchers found that instruction

. in logic-has a significant effect on sentence logic analysis but does not con-

_tribute to improvement in students' essay. writing skills, . .
v A valu%ble suggestion for Further research in this area was proposed by
Braddock when he stated that "It would be interesting for someone to do a critical

g synthesis, ‘What Research in Reading,Suggests to.Writers,’ ‘which may get at the
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efféit of rhetorical considerations on various types -of readers, not merely on
composition teachers pr raters--the usual yardstick for this kind of research"
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19. How is uriting affected by extensive study and imitation or

parody -of mode1s°

-
Y

“*?inkham~(1968)~emphasized thewcharacteristics of ;good_uriting" in an ex=

" periment involving 180 fifth grade students from urban and suburban areas for a

<< . fourteen week period, Students in the experimentallgroup_fol ouedlprocedureslu_,

»r

dents.

(1966)

. in the readings,

T ‘based. on stressing ‘the characteristics of "good writing" found in selections from
" -children' s literature, along with actual writing and revision. The control group
 also wrote and revised, but did not receive emphasis on the model characteristics.
~ Pinkham's results indicated a signifioant difference in favor of ‘the expérimental
group on the STEP writing test., "On the STEP essay test, however, Pinkham found
no- significant differences between the groups, though there was a positive gain
: /j for students from the-urban area. Calhoun (197;) investigated the effect of
it_»4 analysis of essayson reading and writing abilities -of .college composition stu-
Sixty-four -students in the experimental groups analyzed essays through- a
series of ten lessons geared toward: articulating the rhetorical techniques used
Fifty-eight students in the control groups hid no .such systema-
tic 1nstruction “in analysis, +hough all other elements of instruction were the
" same for both groups, -The researcher found that systematic analysis of rhetori-l
cal techniques contributes to an increased awareness of’those techniques when they
are encountered in reading. But no evidence was found to indicate any transfer
“iof this aﬂareness to- writing; that isw-there ‘Wwere-no significant gains for either '
A group on- the conpositions rated as posttests, - )
. _An interestink study related to essay analysis was conducted by Stewart
From-a, group of 77 anthologies used in freshman composition courses
across the. country. he analyzed the underlying rationales of the -anthologies

‘and the rationales of directors of freshman conposition programs who use these

readers,

those most frequently underlying the texts and their usess
. : RN :

‘--texts offer the study of lansuage as the proper content\

He then catalogued the r@tionales and compiled the following list of

- }

=atexts offer advice for-theibeginning writer.

of & composition course;

1
-, 2

--texts stinulate interest in topics for writing:
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“ -texts offer ‘prose. models; o ' ‘, :

-texts offer critical rea.ding and thinking whieh lea.d
to botter writing, .

< . d A %

, Of the five ration‘ales,, the last two were the most popular Stewart challenged
) - the imitation .of models raticnale by citing the difference between analysis (the
;o 'picking-apart of a reading selection) and synthesis (the putting-together act of
| writing) and’ then asked what goes.on in the .student's héad that allows -him to
make the transference from- analysis to g@thesis. He saw, finally, three fync- - -

5o

— <77 t16ns the texts serves 1) they add to a. liberal eduoation; 2) they expose

3 . students to good. writings and 3) they are a: vgeful introduction to methods of" L

e -, 1iteraxy criticism. ) ‘ : < - . ~§

e '~ . Since the use of models in the teaching of writing is such. a widespread
“practice, it is surprising that more basic research has not been done in this
area. Stewart's challenge to the: imita.tion of models rationa.le raises fundamen=

' tal issues which researchers ought to look into: 1) what is the process -whereby

1

/ to. what. extent is the imitation theory compatible ‘with research into language

- processing? T
p S - SR
.7 . 20; What forms. of discourse have the greatest effect on other
: © types of writing° For example, ‘does. writing poetry help e el

°

o L a writer of ‘reports?

P SR

Sl

~

- Only one study examined the tra.nsfer potential between forms -of discourse.
\ _ *Shapiro- and Shapiro- (1971) investige.ted the suggestion that student improvement ;
o v in writing poetry 'would result in improvement in writing prose and in improve=-
ment in stident ‘_‘attitude towa.rd litera.ture generally. The researchers used 82 ~
) . fourth - graders in metropolitan schools fo* six weeks.. Procedures followed dn o
a \' the experimenta.l group consisted of activities related to the study of poetry 1 T
’ through studying poems, listening to-poems, and writing poenms, Students in the
-control group used. the Roberts Series along with the same number of writing T Rl
iopportunities as the students in the experimental -group. Eva.lua.tion of post-
':—’j' treatment writing samples was- based on a rating scale which assessedz 1) unity
’ of thought; 2) organization and fluency; 3) opening and closing sentences; b)
~." originality and imaginstion; and 5) ‘emotional appeal,. Results favored the ex-
perimental ‘group on poetry writing, prose writing, -and attitudes toward 1itera=
N " ture Anong their conclusions, the researchers felt that the results favored

~
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the anaflysis of reading selections influences the production ‘of writing°' and 2) -



' drew from his experiment cn the college devel: "Interestingly enough students /
"who d6wéll even-in the conventional composition program have quite- often ha.d : R

ST T, -

'the experiuental students because of the freedom and scope poetry provide{ for
linguistic expression and because of the provision of an alternative mode for

_self-expression through language. o
_ The Shapiros’, conclusion echoes one of the implications Burha.ns (1‘9683

e £ e e sttt | e

high school -courses in 'crea.tive writing. Our study indicates that they do well - N
not because training and experiences in writing fiction and poetry help them _ -
specifically with the problems of exposition “but becanse in'creative ~writing~v— —

LN

-
. - — e &

COUTSEs: they‘“ha.ve"become—persona;}ly—and—subjectively_involved_in and committed i
to the processes of writing itself, and this involvement cg,rries over into every ~
‘other kind of writing they do" (p. 37) Burhans' statement suggests at least’

two possibilities for funther research in this regard:- 1) how does personal in-
volvement affect the yritten product?s and 2) ‘what elements of the process of.
‘writing in one form of discourse— transfer to writing in another form?

¥

2. What is involved in ~the a.ct of writing"

" 22, How does a pers "go aboirt -starting a paper" ‘What
' questionsfmus't a.nswer for himself"

‘ A nuiber of resea.rchers ha.ve attempte‘d to cha.ra.cterize elements in the
-composing process,. “Enig (19?1) used a .case study method to examine the composing
processes of 8 twelfth graders. ‘ ‘Students composed. themes aloud ‘#ind; ‘provided auto~- -
biographies of their writing experiences, From her observations and from the .- ‘
data collected from the writers, Emig constructed an outline of the comnosing |
process along with a na.n'ative a.ccount of the steps in that process, "She. found . }
tha.t the students engaged in two modes of composing.. First, the reflexive. cha.r- - |
acterized by 1) focus on the writer's thoughts and feelings; 2) sense of a self- . ‘
directed audience; 3) affective exploration- and 1+) a personal approach Second. ' {
the extensive, marked by 1) focus on- an -other-directed. .communicable messages 2) . j
cognitive exploration: -and 3) an impersonal, reportorial approach. Emig found, :

" that the composing process for these two modes is further characterized by I

\p'rocesse‘s of fdifferent lengths with dif—ferent clustering, of' components, |
' For the twelfth graders in this sample extensive writing occirs chiefly

. * .as a school-sponaored activity. Reflexive writing is a longer process
. .. with more elements and components than writing in the. extensive mode,

Reflexive writing has a far longer prewriting period; starting,

'y st R
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stopping, and contemplating the yroduct are more discernible moments;
and reformulation occurs more frequently Reﬂexive writing oceurs - ,
“ofteri-as pootryz “the- engagolient, with the :field of discourse is at once \
committed and exploratory. The self 1s the chief audience--or, occa~= }
:siona.lly, a trusted peer, ) : : ) A _ 1

- Extensive writing occurs chiefly as- prose; the attitude toward the - : -, J

field of discourse is often detached and reportorial. Adult others, ' Y
_notably teachers, are the chief aiidience for extensive’ vriting (p. nA), - 7 -

'Pwo resea.rchers éonducted studies based on Emig's model of the“writ‘i'n’g )
Process. and on-hér modes of . composing. - Metzger (1976) observed the composing
‘processes..of three students=-a. seventh. grader, - a tenth grader, and.a college ] .
‘student==in eight stages of the composing processox prewriting, pla.nning, start= .
< ing, following a progran of style, reformulating, stopping, contemplating, and
-composing silently. “She found that these students -do no planning, start easily,

’ ] give -more attention to technical matters than to content, show syntactic in= - :
,imaturity, omit words and phrases, and dc not revise. Metzger concluded that . .
’ students. perceive teachers to be primarily editors and proofreaders a.nd find
2 1ittle enjoyment in writing. In another case /study, Brozick (1976) investigated
: ey the composing behaviors and the cognitive stra.tegies (focus. <conizast, cla.ssi:t‘i--‘~ 5
cation, sequence, change, and physical context) used by 4 twelfth grade students
of distinct personality types: 1) sensing-feeling; 2) sensing-thinki“ngﬁ)”iﬁ’ s’
tuitive-feeling; and: 4) intuitive-thinking, As part of their regular English . )
" class, each student wrote four themes--two "reflexive" -and. two- "extensive,",
After each writing, the: stud ts were interviewed as to- composing process
' '_ , - and cognitive strategies. Among his results, Brozick found tha.t 1) the .com-
: posing behaviors for .reflexive an ,extensive writing differ considerably, 2) .
- the studenis' persopa.lity type, : urpoe.e, and’ sense of audience ‘govern the choices °
of cognitive strategies; 3) extensive wr\iting resty icts planning beha.viors and
L. use- of ‘cognitive strategies; and~4) refle ve writing provides the most oppor-
: s tunity to explore needs and interests. g .
In his Jprofile of the composing process of a twelfth grader, Mischel (19?42‘, :
also collected data through interviews with the 8 udent about his writing and Dl
-about the composing process, The writing was. essefitially —narrative‘and was ;
, done in forty-five minute sessions, though no specific\ time limit was set.
Mischel found that the student started by thinking out what he wa.nted to say
before saying it, - 'rhen he Just began wr:x.ting and proceed in a linear manner,
., There -was- very little prewriting activity, nor was there any planning on. paper-=
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41l was merital, Du;ing;-the physical act of composing, the observer noticed .
1ittle more. than the student verbalizing his thought, then writing it down, -
while occa.siona.lly hesita.ting over a word or phra.se. The student paid 1ittle :
attention 6 - correcting mechanical errorsi his focus was on meaning and plain
expression, though he .did do some rereading and revising later, \
Graves. (1975) examined the writing processes of seven year-old children,
. T He "to00.'used a case study method based on analysis of children's writing, inter--
- views with the children on their views of their own writing, as well as inter- | )
views-with- otherachildrenﬁonﬁtheir -concepts-of-a-good- writer; -Graves'-findingg—--—-——-
o in regard to lea.rning environments present significa.nt implications for classroom
’ " practice: . “ :

. 1) Informal énvironments give greater choice to children, When
. children . are given choice as-to whether they write or not as B
to what to write Eia they write more and in greater length ‘

than- when specific writing assignments are given.

2) Results of writing dore. in the- informal environments. demonstrate

that. children do not need motivati on: or supervision in order to L 2
write.. ' ]

; N 3) The formal environments seen to be more favorable to girls in
g g P8 = gt ....-m»tbat they write more, 5, -and to greater length, than do boys whether .
: the writing is’ assigned or unassigned,

¥
A TN

e

1) TheAforma.l environments seem to- favor boys in that they write -~

5 . more than’ girls in assigned ‘or unassigned work, . )
3 ' "5) In -either environment formal or informal, unassigned writing | ‘
’ is longer than assigned writing. - . - 4
no - . -6) An ,environment that requires large amounts of assigned writing %
' ' inhibits the rarge, content, and amount of writing dohe by )

. children; ) :

7) The writing developmenta.l level of the child is the best predic-
MM"‘W tor of writing process behaviors and therefore transcends the im~
R portance of eenvironment, materials and methodologies in influence -
on children s writing (p. 235) .

Sawkins *(1,971')‘ investigated the procedurés 60 fifth graders usedo when
writing narrative themes, The students ~w‘ereJ'interviewed after writing two

37




. L .
_compositions. Among her results. Sawkins found that better writers are more .

concerried with the content of their~uriting (ideas;, organization) than poorer

e
¥

L
.

writers, who are more; concerned with the mechanics of writing (spelling. punctua-i
tipn, capitalization) o ' . ~
In related research. into the composing_process. Ney (1975) developed asmodel
——*—“of the sentence coitbining operation in ap/effort to explain its effectiveness. '
Basically, Ney sees the mental operations of the sentence combining acti"ity as
j“’ - . one of raising to a self-conscious lével of control *1inguistic resources which
;ﬂ_;_lwll__arerinnate to the -students” (p. 168). - Once these resources are on a conscious
: level, the student can use-them in his written pexrformance, - 2
R Finally. Cooper-and Odell (1976) inVestigated whether professional writers
=, attend to the sound of their writing during the composing process, Dight sub= -
Jects were usedvin this study~-two university teachers and scholars. ‘two colum= - .
nists. two news writers. and two technical writers.  The ‘researchers found that. '
. the sound 6% these subjects' writing does" not rlay a very significant zole in
'their composing processes, Their main concerns (in rank order) were: 1) eh-
o abling their readers to understand with ease; 2) clear expression of their °
" ideas;. 3) appropriate stylej and 4) the sound: effect they imagined their writing
-would ‘have on their audiende, Conventional matters of correctness mattered little,
© Examination of the composing processes of writers at all levels is a rich -
area for further research...Graves (1975) remaxked that‘"future reseavrh in
writing should continue to. explore the feasibrlity of the case stuv ~thod,”
- .. He noted, in addition, that "Further ‘studies are nieeded to inVestigate the
. .developmental\histories of different types of children in relation to writing
© .« . and the writing process® (p. 241). Researchers might als¢. use a model of the
4 \ " writing process such. -as Emig's (1971), which locates specific components in the
process, in order to measure how variations in those- components (e, g.. assigned °
versus unaSsigned topics) affect the written product, '

- ( "
- . . . , .-x‘ B . [

~23 How does a writer generate sentences?

The»vast amount of“work done by linguists over the past two deczdes pre-
cludes any attempt on my part to identify’ the multitude of studies relating to
- this questionr The- interested reader need only consult the body of research by
- o transformational-generative linguists on the concepts of competence and perfor-
mance. surface and deep.struoture. and child languape acqui51tion. to find a

wealth of theoretical and empirical responses to this questlon.




_'rzu. of rat does skill in rwritin\g really consist?”
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The studies of the composing process which I presented above a.re attempts to
) make the kind of discoveries needed to provide some answers to this question’ : In
o ‘additi.on $0_thesé, studies ave two by researchers who lave attempted to identify
specific "skills" employed by successful writers in the act of composing. :
Stalland. (1972) examined the writing beha,vior of good student writers froma °
high school senior class, His da.ta were based on observations made on students
‘He found that good.

writing an” expository ‘essay- under- 1abora.tory conditions.

the writing process, and read the fina.l paper and’ revise 1t, _They do not consid-
‘er- identifying a pa.rticular audience for their writing, nor do -they demonstrate
'concern for pl@.nning the structure of paragrephs. or-the structure of the entire

_ ditionss hence the processes demonstrated may not be characteristic of less artis
ficial situations, In a related study, Hooks (1972) sought to" identify what

. elements. of .writing are- considered nost essential by professional writers. She
collected data from written documents of Hemingway. ‘Faulkner, Fitzgerald, a.nd

Thomas" Wolfe :and from criteria professional book reviewers use in their eva.lua-

tion procedures. She found that the elements of effective writing include:

1) the view of\ composition is that of a total process; 2) the origin of ideas ,

lies in the- writer £-3 background and persona.l experiences; 3) .the- purpose of
. ,writing is to cbmmunicate an idea to an audience: ’+) the‘notion of a.ud..ence
‘determincs language - and style; 5) reading others". works and constant. writing -
©will develop style; and 6) revision is necessary for succinct presenta.tion of
) ideas. ' - ) ;

.. Lamberg (1977) approached writing "skill" by identifying the major process- .
related: problems which prevent acauisition of academic writing skill, He worked
with 192 students doing academic writing at a university writer's workshop dur-
ing the years 1972-1975. His research team read student writing, teachers" .
comments on that. writing, ‘and course materials handed out to students; and dis- -
';‘cussed with students their perceptions of their problenms, The researchers.
identified a number of major problems: 1) lack: of self-mana,gement skillsz 2) - -
lack of a strategy for composing; 3) failure t6 follow. directions; ) poor or=
ganizationsg 5) weaknesses in contenty 6) “ineffective introductions: 7). ineffec-
L tive proofreading; and 8) difficulty in understanding or accepting teachers'
L ’criticisms.A .

¢ °’writers write slowly, %ake ‘time to read segmints of their work at’ intervals during‘

-essay, We nusi keep- in mind that Stallaxd's ‘experiment was under laboratory-con-

-
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! Rirther research into the "gkills" or elements Jdnvolved in wr'iting might
consider the questions proposed by Lundsteen (19?6): "Would a ‘c¢hild who has =
: ‘insi{,ht" into the writiﬁé “ﬂ'srocess do better in the long run? Would a longitudina.l
. study show that ability to- discuss the writing process is reflected in the qua.lity -
" of the writing, after all? Would the kind of writing involved make a differenée
in the relationship between quallty of product and ability to discuss the pro- .

cess"" (p. 5?) e A \ e . ,

= em—,
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. .
As I have tried to point out here, reséarchers, intentiona.lly -oY inintention-‘

ally, have’ pursuéd the guestions flrst proposed in the Braddock Report, and, in

'aoing 80, ‘have provided a wealth of insigh S and empirical results which ig readi~ ° =

; 1ly“available to-teachers, directors of writinghprogra.ms, and other researchers.’, -

In addition, I have tried to: indicate for researchers, as well as for graduate &

g students who are intere\sted in resea.rch . that there is much to0 be examined in

the teachihg and learning of compositionx at g1l levels, that opportunities for -

< muéh needed research are plentiful Finally, I%wish to emphasa.ze to ‘teachers \\\ T
-and directors that fa.miliarity with and implementation ‘of the findings of resea.rch .
,constitute only one. component of a comprehensive effort to build sound, intellectu-

‘ —ally ‘rich composition ‘programs., Since, in recent years, there has been a virtual )

explosion of knowledge in numerous flelds--learning theory, language theory, and

composltion theory, ‘to name - ‘Sust a few--research must be integra.ted wlth relevant ' B

theory (and successful pedagcgy) if Ne are to build composition programs which

. are solidly based on the most recent available knowledge, ‘both in theory a.nd B

regeaxrch, knowledge which mst be. considered in oxder to achieve intellectually

informed progra.ms. . - : ‘

¢
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